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New Location
GENERAL MEETING - ARTS & SCIENCES FACULTY
Thursday - February 20,

* 1997 - 12:30-2:00 pm

IBUSH AUDITORIUM
I. Call to Order - Announcements/Introductions

II. Approval of Minutes of December 10, 1996 - General F acuity Meeting of Arts & Sciences
III. Ratification of new appointments to Faculty Evaluation Committee
IV. Discussion - Effectiveness of Faculty Governance
On January 28, the Senate reviewed our current Governance system. Three major concerns were identified:

* Structure of the Senate
* Communication
* F acuity participation
The present system has achieved a reduction in faculty time and consolidated committees but at the expense of
effective communication and the involvement of new faculty.
Other issues:
* Student participation in Governance
* Departmental chairs and their role in Governance
* Replace the Senate with monthly meetings of the general faculty
* Expand membership on the four standing committees
This meeting has been designated for a discussion on Governance. We need your response before setting the
general election and the new year agenda. Please mark your calendars, February 20, 12:30 pm, Bush Auditorium.

IV. Adjournment

Next Meeting, March 1997 - TBA
*Do not confuse this meeting with the All-College Faculty Meeting called by Pres. Bornstein on
February 27, 1997.

REVISED

1126/97

APPROVED CALENDAR FOR 1997-98
FALL TERM
New Students Report .. .. .. .... ................... .... ... .... ... ... ... ... ............ ........ ....... ... .. ... .. ............. Saturday, August 23
Returning Students Report ............ .... ....... ..... .. ................ ................ .... .... .... ..... ... .... .......... Tuesday, August 26
First Day of Class ...... ... ........ ....... ............. .... ................... .... ................ ................ ........ Wednesday, August 27
Labor Day Holiday ...... .. .. ..... .... .... .. ... ... .... .. ... .......... .......... ............... .. .......... .... .. ..... ....... Monday, September 1
Fall Break .......... ... ......... .. ..... .... .... ........ ..... ... ... .... .... .. .................. ..... ..... ....... ......... ............ Friday, October 17
Thanksgiving Recess ......... .... .... .......... .... ........... ... .... Thursday, November 27 through Sunday, November 30
Last Day of Class ...................... .... ....... ........ .. ............ ....... .......... .............. .. .. .... ... ... Wednesday, December 10
Reading Day ..................... ... .... ... ..... ...... ........ .. ... ............... .... ......... ... .... .. ............... .... Thursday, December 11
Final Exam Days ........ .. ........... ..... ...... ........ ........ .. .... .. ..... Friday, December 12 through Tuesday, December 16

WINTER TERM
First Day of Class .... .. .. .......... ............. ... ....... .. ....... ... ..... .... .. ..... ... .... .......... ....... ........ .......... Monday, January 5
Martin Luther King, Jr. Holiday .... ...................... .... ............... .... .............. .. ...... .... .. ......... . Monday, January 19
Last Day of Class ...... .... ............. .. .... ...... ... ..... ...... .... ................. .................. .. ... ... .. ......... .. .. Friday, January 23

SPRING TERM
First Day of Class ........ .... .... ..... ............... ... .... ...... .......... ......... ... .. .. ..... .............................. Tuesday, January 27
Spring Break ............ ....... ... ..................... .. ...... ...... .. ................ Saturday, March 2 1 through Sunday, March 29
Last Day of Class ...... .... ...... ... .... ........... ........ .... ............ ... .. ... ........ ........ ...... .... ..... ........... Wednesday, May 13
Reading Day ...... .. ......... ..... .... .. ..... ..... .. ......... ... .. ... ..... .... ....... ... ...... ........................... ........ ... Thursday, May 14
Final Exams Day .. ................. .. ..................... ..................... .... ... ......... Friday, May 1S through Tuesday, May 19
Commencement .... ... ..... .......... .......... .. .... .... .... ... ........ ........ ... ..... .. ..... ... ...... ...... .. ... .... .... ... ....... Sunday, May 24

Fall Term: 72 in-class/2 reading/4 exam/4 holidays
14 Mondays/1 S Tuesdays/16 Wednesdays/ 14 Thursdays/13 Fridays
Winter Term: 14 in-class/ I holiday
Spring Term: 72 in-class/3 reading/4 exam/S holidays*
14 Mondays/IS Tuesdays/15 Wednesdays/ 14 Thursdays/14 Fridays
*Does not include Fox Day

/
Minutes of the February 20, 1997 meeting of the Faculty
To:
From:
Date:
Subject:

Members of the A & S Faculty and Administrators
R. P. Vitray, Vice-President and Secretary
February 25, 1997
Minutes of the Faculty Meeting , February 20, 1997.

I.

The February 20 meeting of the A & S Faculty was called to order by J . Nassif at 12:40 pm.
Those in attendance were J. Addleston, G. Alman, M. Anderson, C. Armstead, G. Biery,Hamilton,
V. Bloodworth, E . Blossey, W. Boles, R. Bornstein, E. Borsoi, S. Briggs, J. Carrington, B . Carson,
R. Carson, G. Child, J. Child, D. Cohen, E. Cohen, P. Coleman, T. Cook, D . Davison, J . Davison,
N. Decker, H. Dye, L. Eng-Wilmot, R. Foglesong, J. Fulton, L. Glennon, Y. Greenberg, E.
Gregory L. Greyson, D. Griffin, N. Harrison, J. Hewitt, J. Houston, G. Howell, P. Jarnigan, R.
Kerr, S. Klemann, D. Kurtz, H. Kypraios, S. Lackman, T. Lairson, P. Lancaster, C. Lauer, R.
Lemon, E. LeRoy, B. Levis, L. Lines, K. Manny, E. McClellan, C. McFarland, M. McLaren, R.
Mesavage, S. Neilson, E. Nordstrom, K. Norsworthy, T. Papay, P. Pequeno, J. Prescott, J. Provost,
B. Ramsey, K. Reich, D. Richard, P. Roach, D. Rogers, J. Schmalstig, E. Schutz, J. Siry, A.
Skelley, J. Small, R. Smither, T. Softic, R. Steen, R. Stephenson, M . Stewart, L. Valdes, R. Vitray ,
B. Walker, G. Williams and W. Zhang.

II.

Announcements
J. Nassif reminded the faculty of the upcoming governance elections and solicited nominations to
be sent to any member of the Executive Committee.
He expressed commendations to the faculty for its excellent participation in the Rollins colloquia
and thanks to President Bornstein for her leadership role in bringing the colloquia to fruition.

III.

The minutes of the May 9, 1996 meeting of the Faculty were approved as distributed .

IV.

The new appointments to the FEC were not yet ready for approval by the faculty and so were
tabled until the next faculty meeting in March.

V.

Discussion - Effectiveness of Faculty Governance
It was moved and seconded to convert the assembly into a quasi-committee of the whole.

Action: The faculty voted in favor of the motion .
J. Nassif noted the discussion of faculty governance began in the Senate meeting of January 28.
Several perceived issues concerning faculty governance were identified at that meeting including
communication, faculty participation, student participation, the role of department chairs,
replacing Senate meetings with general faculty meetings and expanding the size and/or number of
standing committees.
R. Kerr spoke regarding his proposal to abolish the Senate. He began by reviewing the state of
faculty governance prior to the current by-laws in which there were 22 standing committees and
the faculty was too large to conduct business effectively. This led to the abandonment of the town
hall model of governance for our current representative system. A major problem with the current
system is that the gap between the time at which an issue is introduced and the time at which it is
passed is too short. Consequently, information regarding issues may not be brought to the faculty

\

until after the Senate has already made a decision. One reason for this communication failure is the
absence of a fourth estate. Given that the size of the faculty has been reduced by about 22
members from what it was 6 years ago, Kerr proposed that we substitute full faculty meetings for
the Senate but leave the rest of the governance structure as is. This action should result in the
faculty being better informed and should allow new faculty members to become more involved. In
addition, serious issues are on the table including down sizing, substantive changes to the
curriculum and the Dean has suggested changes to our evaluation procedure.
J. Luckett expressed her hope that whatever model is chosen by the faculty will be designed to
include student and staff participation.
C. Edmondson commented that the previous system not only had a great many committees but

also required the faculty to meet frequently, sometimes as often as once a week. A faculty survey
in 1989 revealed dissatisfaction with the number of faculty meetings and poor communication .
The Provost made the point that frequent meetings are no guarantee of good communication and
that the quality of participation is more important than the frequency . Current by-laws allow for
faculty meetings to be called whenever we wish and the Provost suggested that rather than being
abolished the Senate should be suspended for the rest of the Spring term and be replaced by
faculty meetings called by the Executive Committee.
J. Nassif noted that the by-laws are seriously flawed because it takes one month for minutes to be
approved and subsequently distributed. The second reading in the Senate compounds the issue.
Further, the give and take of discussion cannot be adequately conveyed via minutes. R. Kerr
agreed and noted that in one instance he had tried to research the history of a particular issue and
had been unable to determine the reasoning behind the legislation from the minutes of the relevant
meetings. When he discussed the issue with committee members he discovered that significant
aspects of the issue had been overlooked. Kerr noted that such oversights are less likely if business
is conducted by the whole faculty.
C. Lauer agreed with the Provost's idea to suspend the Senate as an experiment rather without
changing the by-laws since too often we tend to make changes without experimenting and we are
stuck for some time with changes we don't like. She also suggested that the problem of the minutes
raised by J. Nassif might be alleviated if we distributed unofficial notes of meetings rather than
waiting for officially approved minutes. Finally, she agreed with R. Kerr that the many minds
model is more likely to uncover all aspects of an issue. A. Nordstrom added that the recent
colloquia had successfully used electronic media to facilitate communication and that faculty
governance could follow that example.
J. Siry noted that a number of serious issues such as hours and courses taught, curriculum and
winter term are about to be considered and that those issues need scrutiny. If the Senate is
suspended then the students and staff would lose their voice on these issues. He suggested as a
compromise that a Faculty meeting be called between the first and second reading of such serious
issues. E. Gregory noted that faculty meetings without votes amount to colloquia and that
colloquia have not generally been successful. B. Levis suggested as an alternative that students
and staff be invited to Faculty meetings and given voice as is the prerogative of the President of
the Faculty .
L. Valdes was concerned that experimenting with the governance structure at this time could cause
a delay in consideration of important issues, in particular the issue of load. R. Kerr responded that
the faculty would be a voting body and there would be no delay .
J. Davison noted that the issue being considered is Faculty governance and that the Faculty opted
to hear from staff and students in the first place. Moreover, the committee structure where students
can have a significant role will continue to operate. She also pointed out that the staff
representation tends to be administrative staff and that the "real" staff, such as house keepers and
physical plant workers, are not well represented .

R. Fogelsong commented that we need to consider more than just the institutional arrangements.
In particular, he agreed that there is a communication problem which might be handled with some
sort of virtual minutes but he also felt there are cultural issues to be considered. We need a system
that supports listening and learning. It may be that many issues can be worked out on line through
list serves. He also felt that faculty leadership must also be considered. He thought that the Faculty
erred last year in its consideration of Winter term, in not separating the load issue from the
curriculum issue and in Faculty salary policy.
R. Kerr responded that although he agreed that the Faculty has made mistakes, in the long run we
have worked things out. He felt we have had good leadership but the Faculty needs to be more
aware of parliamentary procedure and which could be used more effectively to make sure that
business gets done in an efficient manner.
J. Nassif felt that it is very hard to indict leadership given the complicated and unwieldy nature of
their task. He noted that the work on Winter term included five colloquia and four general faculty
meetings over a period of seven months. Moreover, the Faculty ultimately decided against the
recommendation of the leadership.

E. Schutz felt that the leadership might not be in tune with the Faculty as a whole. He noted that
the Senate does not have enough of a feel for the wishes of the Faculty to go forward on major
issues.
L. Glennon noted that the current meeting had been very pleasant compared to a normal faculty
meeting where the legislative mode tends to promote a less cordial atmosphere. One reason we
switched to a Senate was the poor attendance at Faculty meetings. She asked whether there was
some way we could combine the more cordial discussion with the legislative mode.

D. Griffin responded that we can't legislate civility. He felt that one reason for the lack of civility
is that the Faculty do not meet often enough. He suggested, however, that the discussion might be
improved if the Faculty were to follow the Senate model and have a second reading of proposed
legislation.
·
A. Dye pointed out that we should not focus on discovering the "right" form of Faculty
governance. He noted that what we need to do changes over time and we are blest with the ability
to adapt to those changes. He added that the issues to be considered are too big to be addressed
without the entire Faculty. Moreover, leadership comes from us in the form of good ideas.
E. Gregory stated that in the old system a committee might work very hard on an issue and bring a
proposal to the Faculty which the Faculty would find flawed and consequently reject. This
process caused ill will and did not give the committee a chance to make use of the Faculty input.
The use of a second reading would go a long way toward alleviating this problem. D. Rogers
agreed that the use of a second reading would provide a chance to improve proposed legislation
and was an important feature in the idea of replacing the Senate with the Faculty.
R. Kerr noted that we already have a process equivalent to a second reading in the parliamentary
procedure of sending a proposal back to committee or voting to table it. He reminded the Faculty
that we passed the entire by-laws in a one and a half hour meeting; so, it is possible for us to
legislate effectively. There is, however, an issue of responsibility in that the Faculty must take the
time to come and participate.
B. Carson expressed her support for a second reading over the parliamentary procedure because of
the resultant change peoples expectations. B. Levis noted that certain issues probably don't require
a second reading. H. Kypraios suggested that issues could be distributed electronically instead of
waiting till the meeting to inform the Faculty. L. Lloyd commented that there is no technological
difficulty with the idea of setting up a Faculty web page although he was not clear on possible
procedural issues.

E. Gregory noted there is an important difference in perception between bringing a proposal to the
Faculty expecting input as opposed to expecting it to be dealt with. She felt that the notion of
tabling had a greater potential for introducing conflict. She preferred that the norm be to expect a
second reading and that then there can be a motion that the second reading be suspended. D.
Rogers added that the assumption of a second reading protects the people on the committee who
have done the work to create the proposal while the tabling procedure protects the people who
oppose the proposal. He also felt that without the second reading we will quickly return to the sort
of hostility we have experienced in the past. L. Valdes noted that the tabling of the course load
issue had worked in favor of those who were against the proposal. R. Kerr responded that
according to Robert's rules a motion to table is out of order if its intent is to kill the motion.
C. Lauer agreed with Gregory that the second reading model might change the atmosphere and
was appropriate in the context of an experiment.

L. Valdes asked whether an amendment was required to implement the Provost's suggestion. J.
Nassif responded that if the faculty reached a consensus then no by-law change would be required .
D. Kurtz added that the Executive committee has the authority to send issues to the faculty if it so
desires.
D. Griffin asked if everything that currently goes to the Senate would now go to the Faculty . J.
Nassif replied no and stated that the Senate would continue to meet to consider those issues not of
concern to the general Faculty such as the new Chemistry major which would be considered at the
next already scheduled Senate meeting. D. Griffin commented that he did not agree with the idea
that the Senate would continue to meet. He thought the proposal was to suspend the Senate and let
all business go through the faculty so that we could have a true test of the alternate system.
G. Williams observed that a consensus seemed to have developed. Moreover, the time was 1:45
pm and faculty members with 2 pm classes were beginning to feel the pressure to leave. He added
that such considerations were yet another reason to favor the use of a second reading since all too
many important votes are taken in a rush at 1:56.
C. Edmondson stated the proposal to be sent to the Executive Committee as a consensus opinion
of the faculty :
"We recommend to the Executive Committee suspension of the scheduled Senate
meetings for the remainder of this term and substitution of regular meetings of the Faculty of Arts
and Sciences to conduct business previously assigned to the Senate."

Action: The faculty voted in favor of the proposal by a count of 50 to 2.
J. Nassif withdrew the committee of the whole.

VI.

Adjournment
J. Nassif adjourned the Faculty at 2:00 pm. The next meeting is scheduled for March, 1997 (exact place
and time to be announced) .

